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in room 485 of the Russell Senate Office 
Building to conduct a markup on S. 
109, to provide Federal housing assist-
ance to native Hawaiians; S. 156, the 
Lower Brule Sioux Tribe Infrastructure 
Trust Fund Act; S. 1079, to permit the 
leasing of mineral rights within the 
boundaries of the Ft. Berthold Reserva-
tion; and H.R. 79, the Hoopa Valley 
Reservation South Boundary Adjust-
ment Act. 

Those wishing additional information 
should contact the Committee on In-
dian Affairs at 224–2251. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I 

would like to announce that the Senate 
Committee on Indian Affairs will meet 
on Wednesday, October 29, 1997, at 9:30 
a.m. in room 106 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building to conduct a hearing on 
S. 1077, a bill to amend the Indian 
Gaming Regulatory Act. 

Those wishing additional information 
should contact the Committee on In-
dian Affairs at 224–2251. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I 

would like to announce that the Senate 
Committee on Indian Affairs will meet 
on Thursday, October 30, 1997, at 9:30 
a.m. in room 485 of the Russell Senate 
Office Building to conduct a hearing on 
the nomination of B. Kevin Gover to be 
Assistant Secretary for Indian Affairs, 
Department of the Interior. 

Those wishing additional information 
should contact the Committee on In-
dian Affairs at 224–2251. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

BOSNIA AND AMERICAN FOREIGN 
POLICY: FINISHING THE JOB 

∑ Mr. DODD. Mr. President, on October 
16, our colleague, Senator JOE BIDEN 
gave a very important and insightful 
assessment of United States foreign 
policy with respect to Bosnia. The oc-
casion for those remarks was that Sen-
ator BIDEN was being honored by 
Fairleigh Dickinson University by 
being chosen as the first individual to 
hold a newly established chair at the 
university—the Fatemi University 
Chair in International Studies. 

In accepting this honor, Senator 
BIDEN focused his remarks on a current 
and some what daunting foreign policy 
challenge that looms before us in the 
coming months—Bosnia. As is always 
the case, JOE gave his candid and un-
varnished assessment of the current 
situation in Bosnia—what’s gone right 
and what’s gone wrong. He also sets 
forth how he believes U.S. policy 
should evolve over the coming months, 
if the United States is to enhance the 
prospects for fostering peace and sta-
bility in that war-torn country and in 
maintaining its leadership in shaping 
the course of world events. His com-
ments were very thoughtful and very 
much on target from my point of view. 

Mr. President, I urge all of my col-
leagues to take a moment to read Sen-

ator BIDEN’s remarks. It would be time 
well spent. 

I ask that the text of Senator BIDEN’s 
remarks be printed in the RECORD. 

The remarks follow: 
BOSNIA AND AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY: 

FINISHING THE JOB 
(By Joseph R. BIDEN, Jr.) 

I. INTRODUCTION 
It would be a very high honor under any 

circumstances to be called to the fatemi uni-
versity chair in international studies here at 
Farleigh Dickinson University. 

Although I’m not sure I deserve the dis-
tinction, I feel honored to be the first to hold 
that chair. 

This is for me, as I know it is for many of 
you, an extra-special occasion, and an extra- 
special honor. 

Not only because of the very high standing 
in the foreign policy community the grad-
uate institute of international studies has 
earned for Farleigh Dickinson. 

Not just because of the pre-eminent posi-
tion Dr. Fatemi occupied in the field of 
international studies, 

But also because I have had the very great 
privilege of knowing Dr. Fatemi and his fam-
ily personally, through the friendship of his 
son Fariborz. So besides an opportunity to 
discuss foreign policy with you, this is a 
kind of homecoming for me. 

That’s the way Dr. Fatemi and his family 
made even a stranger feel upon entering 
their household, and that kind of hospitality 
was a direct reflection of the kind of man he 
was. 

I knew beforehand of his record as a dip-
lomat, as a writer and teacher, and as an ex-
emplar of the richness and integrity of an 
ancient but still vital culture. 

What I discovered when I met him was that 
the man was even more impressive than his 
credentials. Despite his many achievements, 
he always put his newest acquaintance in-
stantly at ease. 

If you were his guest, he became your 
friend, and when he was your friend, you be-
came, eagerly and irresistibly, his student. 
That was not just because of his learning and 
the experience he gained over a long and pro-
ductive life. 

He became a valued friend and mentor pri-
marily because it was his nature to do so. He 
was undeniably bright and intellectually 
challenging. But he was also gentle, unas-
suming and encouraging. 

He taught by example rather than precept; 
he radiated wisdom and good will in equal 
measure. 

It was impossible not to leave his presence 
wiser than you arrived. 

The breadth of his scholarship was aston-
ishing, and simply being exposed to it was an 
invigorating experience. 

But it was the clarity of his insights into 
the maelstrom of the Middle East and the 
passions of the islamic fundamentalists that 
were most valuable to me. 

The views I am about to express on Bosnia, 
are, of course, mine alone. But if I manage to 
shed any light on that bloody confrontation, 
much of the credit must go to Nasrollah 
Fatemi, who opened his hearth, his heart and 
his mind to me in a way I shall never forget. 

Bosnia, of course, has significance far be-
yond the borders of the former Yugoslavia. 

It has turned out to be one of the most se-
rious challenges for America’s foreign policy 
in the post-cold-war era. It has produced 5 
years of debate in congress. It is the center-
piece of any discussion about American mili-
tary intervention around the world. In short, 
it has become a critical test of our foreign 
policy. 

Rightly or wrongly, whether United States 
foreign policy in this era is viewed as a suc-

cess or failure will depend in large part on 
the success or failure of our policy in Bosnia. 
So we better get it right. 

II. FROM ‘‘LIFT AND STRIKE’’ TO DAYTON 
At the outset, let me state the obvious: I 

have cared deeply about Bosnia for a long 
time, since the beginning of the war. Some 
would say I bring ‘‘historical baggage’’ to 
the issue. I care not just because of the stra-
tegic implications—as Bosnia goes, so goes 
NATO—but for humanitarian reasons. 

Appalled by the naked Serbian aggression 
and genocidal attacks on Bosnian civilians, 
in September 1992 I called for a ‘‘lift and 
strike’’ policy. That was shorthand for lift-
ing the illegal and immoral arms embargo 
against the Bosnian Government, which was 
the victim of aggression, and launching air 
strikes against the Bosnian Serb aggressors. 

My views were not widely shared at that 
time. As the war escalated—with massacres, 
‘‘ethnic cleansing,’’ and rapes—a few other 
senators, including Bob Dole and JOE LIE-
BERMAN, joined my call for action. But it 
took more than two years of failed diplo-
macy—and a quarter-million killed and two 
million homeless—before we finally came 
around to the much-derided ‘‘lift and strike’’ 
policy in the fall of 1995. 

Guess what? The policy worked! The Ser-
bian bullies sued for peace, and under the 
leadership of Ambassador Dick Holbrooke we 
were able to hammer out the Dayton accords 
in November 1995. I’m leaving out the de-
tails—all the peace plans that didn’t work— 
but in a nutshell that’s what happened. 

Honest people may disagree about the com-
promises that were made at Dayton. I think 
the accords accomplished as much as we 
could have hoped for, given the obvious re-
luctance of our Government, and of our Eu-
ropean allies, to get more deeply involved 
militarily. 

And I wish I could say that even the mod-
est results envisioned in Dayton had been 
achieved. But they have not. It’s true that 
conditions today are far better than the 
bloody mayhem that existed during the war. 
The killing has stopped. 

But we are only halfway to the full peace 
envisioned in the Dayton accords. The ques-
tion is: ‘‘How do we get the rest of the way? 
How do we finish the job? 

III. BOSNIA TODAY 
Having returned 6 weeks ago from my 

third trip to Bosnia, I am certainly aware of 
the contradictions, the ambiguities, the iro-
nies, and the uncertainties of Bosnia today. 
Bosnia and Herzegovina might be labeled the 
classical land of ‘‘yes, but.’’ 

Yes, there has been ongoing conflict among 
the various religious groups in Bosnia—the 
Orthodox Serbs, the Catholic Croats, and the 
Muslim South Slavs—for centuries. 

But, for most of the time, these conflicts 
were kept under control, usually by an out-
side hegemon: first the Ottoman Turks, then 
the Austrian Habsburgs, and more recently 
the Communists under President Tito. 

When violence broke out in the spring of 
1992, a cosmopolitan society existed in much 
of Bosnia. Sarajevo, for example, had one of 
the highest rates of inter-marriage in all of 
Europe. What killed the ‘‘live and let live’’ 
character of Sarajevo were unscrupulous, 
ultra-nationalist politicians, many of whom 
were searching for a new ‘‘-ism’’ to replace 
communism, an ideology that had been dis-
credited. 

Yes, there were elements of civil war in 
Bosnia, but there was also blatant aggres-
sion from Serbia across an internationally 
recognized border. In fact, it was through the 
overwhelming advantage of the weaponry, 
the salaries, and the support services fur-
nished by Slobodan Milosevic that the Bos-
nian Serbs perpetrated their systematic 
slaughter. 
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The ‘‘yes, but’’ dichotomy persists in Bos-

nia today. 
Yes there has been considerable progress in 

Bosnia since Dayton, but a huge amount re-
mains to be accomplished. 

Yes the 50 percent unemployment rate in 
the Bosnian Croat Federation is huge, but it 
has come down from 90 percent in only one 
year. Incidentally, it still hovers at 90 per-
cent in the Republika Srpska, which has 
been denied all but a trickle of international 
aid because it has refused to implement the 
Dayton accords. 

Yes, Bosnian Serbs regularly try to para-
lyze many of the institutions of national 
government created at Dayton, but the Par-
liament has begun to meet, and even the 
three-member presidency shows signs of life. 

Yes, the nationalist parties representing 
the Serbs, Muslims, and Croats are narrow- 
minded and corrupt, and in many ways re-
semble the characteristics of the old Yugo-
slav league of Communists, which they sup-
planted. 

But even in this cynical Bosnian political 
arena there is hope. In last month’s munic-
ipal elections a non-nationalist, multi-ethnic 
coalition triumphed in Tuzla, one of Bosnia’s 
largest cities. 

A non-nationalist opposition also exists in 
the Republika Srpska. I met with three of its 
leaders in Banja Luka. They are confident 
that they—not Kardz̆ić and his thugs from 
Pale, not President Plavs̆ić—are the wave of 
the future. 

Yes, more than two-thirds of the indicted 
war criminals remain at large—an inter-
national disgrace. But, ladies and gentlemen, 
just last week, under strong pressure from 
Washington, Croatia and the Bosnian Croats 
surrendered 10 indicted Bosnian Croats to 
the Hague. 

Virtually every observer of Bosnia believes 
that Dayton cannot be implemented until in-
dicted war criminals are indicted and trans-
ported to the International Tribunal at the 
Hague to stand trial. 

The other major precondition for progress 
in Bosnia is the return of refugees and dis-
placed persons that was mandated by the 
Dayton accords. 

Yes, this will be the most difficult of all 
the Dayton tasks to accomplish. 

But , contrary to popular belief, even here 
there has been noteworthy progress. As 
many as 150,000 refugees have returned to 
Bosnia from abroad, and another 160,000 per-
sons who were displaced within Bosnia have 
returned to their homes. 

Most of these have returned to areas where 
their ethnic group is in the majority, but an 
‘‘open cities’’ program has induced several 
towns—even a half-dozen villages in the 
Republika Srpska—to accept returnees from 
other groups in return for economic assist-
ance. 

On my last trip, I visited one of these sites 
in a suburb of Sarajevo occupied by the Bos-
nian Serbs during the war and returned to 
the federation by Dayton. The U.S. Agency 
for International Development and its sub-
contractor, Catholic Relief Services, are 
helping returning refugees to rebuild their 
homes. 

I was moved by the selfless dedication of 
the young Americans and Europeans work-
ing at this important task. 

Finally let me address the issue of security 
in Bosnia today. In a country that has re-
cently suffered some of the worst atrocities 
of the 20th century, the citizens need phys-
ical security. For the Muslims and Croats, 
who were forced into an alliance in 1994 by 
the United States, this means guaranteeing 
their ability to deter renewed Serbian ag-
gression in the future. 

Toward that end, the ‘‘train and equip’’ 
program, led by retired U.S. military offi-

cers, is molding a unified force under joint 
command. We have supplied three hundred 
million dollars worth of equipment. I visited 
the training center in Hadz̆ići (haj-eech-ee), 
near Sarajevo, where Muslims and Croats are 
studying and training. 

On the local level, in the Federation, 
multi-ethnic police forces are being formed. 
Believe it or not, joint Muslim-Croat police 
units are now patrolling Mostar, scene of 
some of the worst warfare in 1993 and early 
1994. So there is progress here as well. 

IV. NEXT STEPS 
In citing these examples of progress, I do 

not want to suggest for a moment that con-
ditions in the Federation, let alone in the 
Republika Srpska, are rosy. 

They are not. But everyone to whom I 
spoke in Bosnia agreed on two things: First, 
significant progress has been made in the 
Federation; and second, it is absolutely es-
sential for the international military force 
to remain in Bosnia after June 1998 to guar-
antee that progress will continue. 

So what should our policy be in Bosnia in 
the coming months? I believe we should re-
double the efforts we are already making. 

Yes, I would like to see a multi-ethnic, 
multi-religious society re-emerge like the 
one that existed in Sarajevo before the war. 
But, I fear that too much blood has been 
shed and too many atrocities committed for 
that to happen in the near future. 

More realistic, and politically feasible, is 
the development of a multi-ethnic state. 
Most likely that will mean a confederation 
with a good degree of de-centralization in all 
but foreign policy and defense. 

Am I sure that we can achieve the goal of 
a democratic, decentralized Bosnia? No, I am 
not. Last year I would have rated the odds 1 
in 20. 

As a result of the progress made in the last 
12 months, I would now estimate the odds on 
success at about 50-50, if we stay the course. 

But 50-50 looks mighty good compared to 
the probable outcome if we followed the ad-
vice of those now calling for a renegotiation 
of Dayton and a formal partition of Bosnia. 
‘‘Snatching defeat from the jaws of victory’’ 
might be a slight exaggeration, but this pol-
icy prescription tends in that direction. 

Those who favor partition seem unaware of 
the progress already made in Bosnia and 
blind to the calamities that would result 
from scrapping Dayton. 

Warfare would almost certainly erupt 
again, with higher casualties, given the new 
military balance. 

But renewed fighting would only be part of 
the tragedy. The vile ethnic cleansers and 
the war criminals would see their policies 
vindicated. Europe’s remaining anti-demo-
cratic rulers like Serbia’s Milosević and 
Belarus’s Lukashenka would be emboldened. 

Moreover, if we pulled the plug on Bosnia 
just as international efforts are beginning to 
bear fruit, we could kiss goodbye American 
leadership in NATO. In fact, the plan to en-
large NATO, I predict, would fail in the Sen-
ate. 

And soon thereafter, even the future of 
NATO itself would be cast in doubt. After 
all, if Bosnia is the prototypical European 
crisis of the 21st century—and if NATO is un-
able to solve Bosnia—then why bother spend-
ing billions of dollars on NATO every year? 

So, leaving Bosnia would be a fool’s para-
dise. Just as certainly as night follows day, 
an American abdication of responsibility and 
withdrawal from Bosnia would eventually 
cost us more in blood and treasure than we 
would ever spend in the current course. 

Let me sum up: the tragedy in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, although complex, ultimately 
boils down to old-fashioned oppression. It 
was preventable, and, with the requisite 

American and European steadfastness, it is 
solvable. 

By continuing to lead the effort to put 
Bosnia and Herzegovina back on its feet and 
guarantee its citizens a chance to lead pro-
ductive lives, the United States will be both 
living up to its ideals and furthering its na-
tional self-interest. Thank you.∑ 

f 

NATIONAL TESTING 

∑ Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, as you 
know, the Labor/HHS/Education con-
ference committee is considering fund-
ing for national education testing. I 
want to make it clear where I stand on 
this important issue and point out to 
my fellow conferees the task before us. 

While I support higher standards for 
our schools, I cannot support national 
testing. National testing, despite what 
some of its supporters might say, is the 
first step toward a unified national 
curriculum. It is my firm belief that 
these decisions are better left to the 
States and locally elected school 
boards. 

Some might argue that testing to a 
national standard would not affect cur-
riculum. However, to do well on the 
tests, students will have to be taught 
accordingly. This was pointed out by 
Acting Secretary of Education Mar-
shall Smith who said: ‘‘to do well in 
the national tests, curriculum and in-
struction would have to change.’’ 

Even the Washington Post agrees 
that the test would be ‘‘a dramatic step 
toward a national guideline for what 
students should be learning in core 
subjects.’’ 

Mr. President, the schools of Idaho 
are doing well, and our students con-
tinually score above the national aver-
age in core subjects, without being told 
what and how to teach by Washington 
bureaucrats. 

Supporters of the tests argue that a 
national standard would be acceptable 
because it would be based on standards 
developed by the Department of Edu-
cation: the National Assessment of 
Education Progress [NAEP]. However, 
the NAEP framework is fundamentally 
flawed. These standards are so out-of- 
touch that no State in 50 has adopted 
them. Now we’re being asked to force 
the States to teach within the NAEP 
framework. 

Most offensive, Mr. President, is the 
fact that the NAEP framework does 
not measure basic skills or the stu-
dent’s ability to perform tasks. The 
NAEP framework focuses on whole lan-
guage and new math concepts and 
awards credit for more than one re-
sponse, even if the response is wrong. 
National testing would force local 
school districts to adopt these flawed 
strategies. 

I believe that the correct course for 
us to take is to direct resources to the 
classroom instead of forcing national 
standards on teachers and students. 
Let’s assist local educators and our 
students in rising to the existing 
standards—standards set and supported 
by local and State leaders. 
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